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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

The drawings are objected to because it is not clear how the lines from Figure 1 
are connected to the lines on Figures 2A and 2B. It is suggested that the lines are 
labeled so connections are not ambiguous. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance 
with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of 
the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the 
figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is 
being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be 
labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must 
be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures 
must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief description of the 
several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be 
necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as 
either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 9 and 19 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c) as being in improper form 
because a multiple dependent claim cannot depend on other multiple claims. See 
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MPEP § 608.01 (n). Accordingly, claims 9-10 and 19-20 have not been further treated 
on the merits. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

Claim 6, recites the limitation "regional preference" in line 2. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. To expedite the prosecution of this case 
the claim has been interpreted with "regional" deleted. Correspondingly, claims 7-8, 17- 
18, have been evaluated with "network" replacing regional on line 2. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an International application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

1. Claim 1 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Kohashi (US 6,470,136). 

2. Regarding claim 1, Kohashi teaches a method for assigning program locations in 
a receiver to individual received broadcast signals where the broadcast signals originate 
from various transmitters, said method comprising providing the broadcast signals with 
information about at least the country of origin (See Fig. 2A Country Code), the 
transmitting network (See Fig. 3A Network No.), a unique service identification (See Fig. 
3B Station Name) and a logical channel number (See Fig. 3A Channel), and said 
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method being characterized in assigning in the receiver a program location in a program 
location list to the received broadcast signal in accordance with assignment rules based 
on the received information about the country of origin, about the transmitting network, 
the unique service identification and the logical channel number (See Fig. 3A, Fig. 6 and 
Col. 6 lines 45-67, Col. 7 lines 1-67, Col. 8 lines 1-67, Col. 9 lines 1-67, Col. 10 lines 1- 
67, Col. 1 1 lines 1-65 Stations are assigned to a Pos (channel) based on the country 
code). 

3. Regarding claim 11, claim 11 is an apparatus claim corresponding to method 
claim 1. Thus, claim 11 is discussed and rejected according to claim 1. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2-4, 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kohashi in view of Stinebruner (US 6,133,910). 

5. Regarding claim 2 Kohashi teaches a method characterized in that a service 
corresponding to a received broadcast signal and identified by the unique service 
identifier is given a country preference by primarily assigning it to the a low numbered 
program location in the program location list (See Fig. 3A, Fig. 6 and Col. 6 lines 45-67, 
Col. 7 lines 1-67, Col. 8 lines 1-67, Col. 9 lines 1-67, Col. 10 lines 1-67, Col. 11 lines 1- 
65 Stations are assigned to a Pos (channel) based on the preferred country code). In 
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Kohashi's system Pos (channels) do not necessarily correspond to logical channel 
numbers. Stinebruner teaches a method for assigning program locations in a receiver 
to individual received broadcast signals where the broadcast signals originate from 
various transmitters where program locations in the program location list correspond to 
logical channel numbers (See Fig. 2 and Col. 7 lines 36-39). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Kohashi to primarily assign services to program locations in the program location list 
corresponding to the logical channel number to provide a simple way for a user to select 
programming from different sources (See Stinebruner Col. 2 lines 19-24). Stinebruner 
does not disclosed what happens in the case of a conflict. However, as discussed 
above Kohashi does teach assigning program locations in the program location list 
based on the country of preference. Thus, it would have further been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made that in case of conflict of 
logical channel numbers to have the Kohashi/Stinebruner combination give preference 
to any broadcast signal containing information of country of origin corresponding to a 
predetermined indication of country preference. 

6. Regarding claim 3, Kohashi modified with Stinebruner teaches a method 
characterized in that any service not given country preference is placed in a group of 
services having consecutive program location numbers in the list of program location 
numbers, the program location numbers being different from the respective logical 
channel numbers of the services (See Kohashi Fig. 6 and Col. 6 lines 45-67, Col. 7 lines 
1-67, Col. 8 lines 1-67, Col. 9 lines 1-67, Col. 10 lines 1-67, Col. 11 lines 1-65 The 
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Netherlands is tine country of preference and the stations from the UK (stations not 
given country preference are given consecutive program location numbers)). 

7. Regarding claim 4, Kohashi modified with Stinebruner teaches a method 
characterized in that services with the same country of origin are arranged together in 
subgroups within said group of services not given country preference (See Kohashi Fig. 
16C Countries are grouped together). 

8. Regarding claims 12-14, claims 12-14 are apparatus claims corresponding to 
method claims 2-4, respectively. Thus, claims 12-14 is discussed and rejected 
according to claims 2-4. 

9. Claims 5/2-4 and 15/12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kohashi in view of Stinebruner and further in view of Ron et al (US 
6,272,343). 

10. Regarding claim 5/2-4, Kohashi modified with Stinebruner fails to disclose in that 
in case of conflict of logical channel numbers and country of origin preference is given 
to the signal with the highest signal strength. However, methods where communication 
channels are prioritized based on signal strength, that is higher signal strength has a 
higher priority are well known in the art as taught by Ron (See Fig. 5 Step 106 Col. 13 
lines 31-53). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to further modify Kohashi and Stinebruner so that in the 
case where in case of conflict of logical channel numbers and country of origin 
preference is given to the signal with the highest signal strength in vievy of the teachings 
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of Pon since the signal with the highest signal strength to give preference to a signal 
with a higher quality of service (See Pon Col. 2 lines 22-23). 

11. Regarding claims 15/12-14, claims 15/12-14 are an apparatus claims 
corresponding to method claims 5/2-4. Thus, claims 15/12-14 are discussed and 
rejected according to claim 5/2-4. 

12. Claims 6/2-4, 7-8, 16/12-14, 17-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kohashi in view of Stinebruner and further in view of Young et al (US 
5,353,121). 

13. Regarding claim 6/2-4, Kohashi modified with Stinebruner fails to disclose that in 
case of conflict of logical channel numbers and country of origin preference is given to ^ 
any broadcast signal containing information about the transmitting network 
corresponding to a predetermined indication of network preference. However, methods 
where stations are given priority based on network, are well known in the art as taught 
by Young (See Col. 27 lines 60-68, Col. 28 lines 1-7). Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify Kohashi and Stinebrunner so that in the case where in case of conflict of logical 
channel numbers and country of origin preference is given to the signal with the network 
preference in view of the teachings of Young allow the user to choose priority (See 
Young Col. 27 lines 60-68, Col. 28 lines 1-7). 

14. Regarding claim 7, Kohashi modified with Stinebruner further modified with 
Young, teaches a method characterized in that any service not given network 
preference is placed in a group of services having continuous program location 
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numbers in the list of program location numbers, the program location numbers being 
different from respective logical channel numbers of the services (See Kohashi Fig. 6 
and Col. 6 lines 45-67, Col. 7 lines 1-67, Col. 8 lines 1-67, Col. 9 lines 1-67, Col. 10 
lines 1-67, Col. 1 1 lines 1-65 The Netherlands is the country of preference and the 
stations from the UK (stations not given country preference are given consecutive 
program location numbers)).). 

15. Regarding claim 8, Kohashi modified with Stinebruner further modified with 
Young, teaches a method wherein the group of services given neither country 
preference nor network preference are placed in subgroups of groups of services with 
the same country of origin (See Kohashi Fig. 16C Countries are grouped together). 

16. Regarding claims 16/12-14, claims 16/12-14 are'an apparatus claims 
corresponding to method claims 6/2-4. Thus, claims 16/12-14 are discussed and 
rejected according to claim 6/2-4. 

17. Regarding claims 17-18, claims 17-18 are an apparatus claims corresponding to 
method claims 7-8, respectively. Thus, claims 17-18 are discussed and rejected 
according to claim 7-8. 

Conclusion 

18. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Nishigaki (US 5,812,209) teaches a system where television 
stations are prioritized. Farleigh (US 6,208,388) teaches a system where a single 
channel map is used to organize channels from various sources. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jamieson W. Fish whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7307. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:00-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
primary, Ngoc Vu can be reached on 571-272-7320. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications Is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more Information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

JF 8/5/2005 




